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COMPIAINTINVESTIIG ATION FO RM 


“Ether isan issue with mor than one vete rnnanan pkase fik a 
separate Complaint hve stigation Form foreach ve te rinanan 


PLEASE PRINTO R TYPE 


| Date Received: Eth. Id, Lai® Case Number Ae-toe 


A. THIS COMPIAINTIS FIED AGAINST THE FOLLOWING: 


Name of Veterinarian/CVT Rachel Grainger 
Premise Name: 98th Avenue & Lower Buckeye Animal Clinic 


Pre mise Ad dre gg; 2795 § 99th Avenue, Suite 103 
City; Tolleson State: A4 Zip Code; 89953 
Th le p hone: (623) 936-7387 


B INFORMATION REGARDING THE INDIVIDUALHIUNG COMPIAINT: 
Na me: Lori Mansell and America Peralta Hernandez, Owners of Mikey the Bulldog 


Addvess: eae Eee a 
City ay | SENN 
Home Ble phone: 


———wy sé: cde: , ey 
sine greet, aaa 


" 4STATE LAW REQUIRES WE HAVE TO DISCLOSE YOUR NAME UNLESS WE CAN SHOW THAT DISC IO SURE WILL 
RESULT IN SUBSTANTAL HARM TO YOU, SOMBONE ELSE OR THE PUBUC PER A.R.S § 41-1010. F YOU HAVE 
REASON T0 BEUEVE THAT SUBSIANTAL HA RM WILL RESULTIN DISC LO SURE OF YO UR NAME PLEASE PROVIDE 
COPIES OF RESTRAINING O RDERS 0 R O THER DO C UMENTA TION. 


; 
i 


: 
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C. PATENTINFO RMATOON (1): 


Name: "Rhino" (Also known as Mikey) 


Breed/Species: Old English Bulldog 


Age: Alleged DOB 03/28/2017 Sex: Male Color Fawn & White 


THE TWO PATIENTS LISTED ABOVE & BELOW ARE THE SAME DOG - THE DOG IS KNOWN BY TWO DIFFERENT 
NAMES. THIS VETERINARY OFFICE RECORDED THE DOG AS “RHINO” AS THAT IS HOW HE WAS PRESENTED 


PATIENT INFO RMATION (2): 


Name: “Mikey" (Also known as Rhino) 
Bre e d/Spe cies: Old English Bulldog 
Age: Actual DOB 11/22/2014 Se x: Male Color Fawn & White 


D. VEIERINARIANS WHO HAVE PROVIDED CARE TO THIS PET'FO R THIS ISSUE: 
. Please provide the name, addressand phone numberforeach ve te nnanan. 


No veterinarian provided care In this matter. The only evaluation and treatment was performed by 
veterinary technician Jennifer "Jenni" Jones. 


EK WEINESS INFORMATON: 
Please provide the name, addressand phone numberofeach witness that has 
diectknowkdge regarding thiscase. 


Atte station of Person Re questing Investigation 


By signing this form, Ideclare that the nfomation contained hevein is tue 
and accurate to the bestofmy knowledge. Further, Iauthonize the release of 
any and all medical reconds or information necessary to complete the 
inve stigation of this case. 


F, AIBGATIONS and/orCONCERNS: 
Please provide allinformation that you fee lis r le vant to the complaint. this 
portion must be etthertypewnttenorclany pnnted in ink. 


PLEASE SEE ATTACHED CONCERNS/ALLEGATIONS 


Rev 814.17 


CONCERNS & ALLEGATIONS: 


On December 8, 2017, Mikey the Bulldog escapee from a door = was pee done left open, 
and became lost from his home att ape 


On the same day, only 0.2 miles from his home, at the intersection of E Fillmore Street and North 
16 Street, Mikey was found by Mark and Christina Linton. 


© 


9 Be pp Spe eee 


§ PMievaes 2 Hochani Park Map data 92018 Google 


4 min (0.2 mi) via N 16th St t 


Directions 


On December 21, 2017, Mikey was passed from the persons who found him (the Lintons) to one 
Nahla Elkhattat of Tolleson, Arizona, with the understanding that she would cooperate with the 
true owners and return the dog to them should they be found. 


On December 27, 2017, the true owners were found, ang reached out to Ms. Elkhattat to return 
their dog. | 


At that time, Ms. Elkhattat refused to allow the true owners to see the dog, and refused to return 
the dog to them. Instead, Ms. Elkhattat proceeded to have the dog microchipped in her name. 


Thus, on or about December 28, 2017, Ms. Elkhattat brought a dog that she had acquired 
approximately 7 days prior to the 99 Avenue and Lower Buckeye Animal Clinic, at 2735 S 99th 
Ave in Tolleson, AZ 85353, and presented the male bulldog she had acquired on December 21, 
2017 (Mikey), as “Rhino.” 


At that time, Ms. Elkhattat was well aware that the dog she was in possession of was a “lost dog,” 
that it had been found on December 8, 2017, that a search for his trae owners was still in progress, 
and that one Jordy Peralta and America Peralta Hernandez had made a claim that the dog in Ms. 
Elkhattat’s possession was their lost dog, Mikey, who had become lost on December 8, 2017. 


The Peraltas submitted, as proof of ownership: Puppy contract, receipt for purchase, breed 
registration documents, parentage document, vaccine records, photographs, and video, The dog 
was not microchipped nor was he neutered at the time he became lost. 


We do not know what service Ms. Elkhattat requested for Rhino at the visit to the 99'* Avenue and 
Lower Buckeye Animal Clinic, nor do we know if the veterinarian, Dr. Grainger, was in the office 
that day. We do know that that day, December 28, 2017, was the first day the clinic was open after 
Christmas holidays. 


During Rhino’s visit, a veterinary technician (and not an actual veterinarian), Jennifer Jones, both 
examined the dog and assessed the dog’s age, allegedly based on lack of tartar on the dog’s teeth 
— and that the dog was NEVER evaluated by Dr. Grainger during that visit. 


Although the dog in question was actually just over three year’s old (his true date of birth is shown 
on his breed registration documents), the veterinary technician referenced assessed his age at ten 
months. 


And although the dog in question’s actual date of birth is 11/22/2014, the veterinary technician 
effectively “changed” the dog’s date of birth. from 11/22/2014 to 03/28/2017, by erroneously 
estimating the dog’s age at ten months and subsequently listing the dog’s date of birth as 
03/28/2017. 


Thus, a three-year-old male bulldog belonging to Jordy and America Peralta Hernandez became a 
ten-month-old male bulldog, never to return to his family, because every subsequent age estimation 
was now based on the erroneous estimate made by veterinary technician Jennifer Jones. 


CONCERN NUMBER ONE: 


The first issue we complain about is that the veterinary technician performed both the examination 
and age assessment, and not the veterinarian. The veterinarian herself, Dr. Rachel Grainger, 
admitted that she did not evaluate or otherwise examine the dog or perform any assessment for 
age. To the best of our knowledge and belief, no explanation was ever provided as to why Dr. 
Grainger did not evaluate the dog herself at any time. 


We also wonder if Jennifer “Jenni” Jones was qualified to complete an examination or evaluation 
and age estimate on her own, which she clearly did as Dr. Grainger admitted that she did not 
evaluate the dog. 


We were unable to locate Ms. Jones in the Arizona database of Certified Veterinary Technicians, 
so we are assuming she is practicing as a Veterinary Assistant. 


The AMVA states that a Veterinary Technician may perform tasks delegated by a licensed 
veterinarian while under the direction, supervision, and contro! of the licensed veterinarian. 


The questions remain what is a Veterinary Assistant able to do, and was Ms. Jones under adequate 
direction, supervision, and control of the licensed veterinarian in this matter? 


We have some concerns over the motive of the veterinary technician in this matter, as, in our 
experience, an age assessment of a dog of “unknown” age does not normally result in such a 
specific estimate. We have seen ages estimated in number of years (i.e. approximately one year of 
age) or in ranges (i.e. between one and three years old), but have never seen such a specific estimate 
as “ten months.” 


It was equally odd, because all adult teeth are already in at that time, and teeth can remain 
essentially tartar free for years, making it difficult to determine a dog’s age based on teeth alone. 
Indeed, even reputable veterinary organizations admit that once all adult teeth are in at 6 to 7 
months of age, it is difficult to accurately estimate a dog’s age based on the condition of teeth 
alone. 


And, after about a year of age, precise age estimates become much more difficult. Generally, an 
experienced veterinarian will look at the degree of tartar, enamel wear, and general state of the 
teeth and gums (called gingiva) to give a general guess as to the age. This is usually referred to in 
terms such as "young adult" or "older,” and not in terms of months or a specific date of birth. 


ESTIMATED AGE CAT'S TEETH DOG'S TEETH 


2-4 weeks " Deciduous (baby) indworscoming in : ie ee No noticeable tooth growth 
3-4 weeks Deciduousibaby}: canines coming in Deciduous tbaby) canines coming in 
a6 weeks Dedduous! (baby) premotars coming in on lower law Deciduous tbaby) incisors end premoterscomirg i in 
8 weeks NI deciduous (baby) teeth are in Alt deciduous baby) teath are in 
$month Permanent indsors coming in No noticeable permanent tooth growth 
4-5 ‘months Permanent canes, premotare and molars Permanent incieats coming in; eome growth — 
coming In ot Premolersend molars ; 
5-7 montha All permanent teeth inby 6 rionthe ‘ Fermanent canines premolars and molrs 
coming in; ail teeth in by 7 moths i 
\ yer Teath white end dean Teeth white and dean 
1-2 yeers, Teeth may pppear dull with some tartar buil-up aa appear dull with some tartar 
yellowing) on beck teeth ce ey pan on back feath 
3-5 yeers Teeth show more tartar buildup (on ait teeth} Teeth Bow more tartar bulid- re fon all teeth) 
ane some toath waar and some tooth weer 
5-$0 years Teeth show increased wear rd divesae: pigment Teeth show incoosnas i and Gimese i 
visible on gums ; 
10-15 yoors Teeth are wornand show heevy tartar build-up: ~Yeeth are worm and d show heavy tartar : 
some teeth may be missing build-up: sc some e teeth may bemisaing ; 


In addition, not only did the veterinary technician “estimate” the dog’s age at exactly ten months 
(again without any veterinary examination by an actual veterinarian), but she went so far as to list 
an actual and specific date of birth, March 28, 2017. 


This seems very odd to us, and we question whether the erroneous age estimation and extremely 
specific estimate (which is unusual) was done intentionally or at the urging of Ms. Eikhattat in 
order to make Rhino’s age different from Mikey’s age so that Mikey’s owners could not recover 
their beloved dog. 


We suggest that when custody of a lost dog is at stake, the age estimation of Rhino, or Mikey, 
should have been performed by an experienced veterinarian and should not have resulted in such 
_ a specific estimate. 


We question the accuracy and veracity of the age estimate provided by veterinary technician 
Jennifer Jones, and are requesting that the age assessment be repeated by an actual veterinarian, 
preferably a neutral and unbiased veterinarian unassociated with Dr. Grainger or veterinary 
technician Jenni Jones. 


Weare currently seeking an examination and age assessment by a neutral veterinarian, preferable 
at a local veterinary school, as well as a DNA test to prove that the dog in Ms. Elkhattat’s 
possession, the dog that was provided the care described herein at 99" A venue and Lower Buckeye 
Animal Clinic, is indeed the offspring of the parents of Mikey. 


CONCERN NUMBER TWO: 


The veterinary technician, Jennifer “Jenni” Jones, then implanted a microchip in the same dog, a 


dog with no health history or veterinary records provided by Ms. Elkhattat, and without the dog 
ever being evaluated by the actual veterinarian. 


At that time, veterinary technician Jones then deviated from standard clinic protocol and 
intentionally neglected or failed to register that same microchip in any way, thus effectively 
leaving the microchip “blank” and unregistered. The veterinarian herself, Dr. Rachel Grainger, 
admitted that the normal procedure is for the clinic to register the microchip, and stated that it is 
unwise to leave a chip unregistered, but did not explain why standard protocol was deviated from 
in this matter. 


Again, we question whether this unusual deviation from protocol was done intentionally to ensure 
that the dog’s true owners, who were at that very time frantically reaching out to Ms. Elkhattat to 
recover their dog, would not be able to do so. 


We also wonder if Jennifer “Jenni” Jones was qualified to do so absent an evaluation of the dog 
by an actual veterinarian. 


Again, we were unable to locate Ms. Jones in the Arizona database of Certified Veterinary 
Technicians, so we are assuming she is practicing as a Veterinary Assistant. 


The AMVA states that a Veterinary Technician may perform tasks delegated by a licensed 
veterinarian while under the direction, supervision, and control of the licensed veterinarian. 


The questions remain what is a Veterinary Assistant able to do, and was Ms. Jones under adequate 
direction, supervision, and control of the licensed veterinarian in this matter? 


CONCERN NUMBER THREE: 


Again, the veterinary technician implanted a microchip in the same dog, and again, we do know 
. that it was veterinary technician Jennifer Jones that inserted the microchip. 


.We also know that the improper implantation of microchips can result in potentially life- 
threatening sequelae. We question whether it was proper for a veterinary technician/assistant to 
insert a microchip into a dog that had not ever been examined by the veterinarian, and whether 
veterinary or veterinary technician or veterinary assistant standards or recommendations were 
violated by doing so. Did veterinary technician/assistant Jennifer Jones go outside of her scope of 
practice as a veterinary technician or assistant, by examining the dog, assessing his age, and 
implanting the microchip without a veterinarian seeing the dog, and without direct supervision? 
Was there any negligence on Dr. Grainger’s part for allowing the insertion of a microchip into a 
dog she had not examined? 


The American Veterinary Medicine Association, or AVMA, states as follows: “Although it looks 
like a simple injection, it is very important that the microchip is implanted properly. Using too 
much force, placing the needle too deeply, or placing it in the wrong location can not only make 
it difficult to detect or read the microchip in the future, but it can also cause life-threatening 
problems. Microchips should really be implanted under supervision by a veterinarian, because 
veterinarians know where the microchips should be placed, know how to place them, and know 
how to recognize the signs of a problem and treat one if it occurs.” 


CONCERN NUMBER FOUR: 


Several different microchip numbers have been provided by Ms. Elkhattat and/or the veterinary 
clinic in this matter, and, at least one of those microchips was sold to one “Affordable Veterinary 
Care”. Unless the 99 Avenue and Lower Buckeye Animal Clinic also uses the name Affordable 
Veterinary Care, why are they implanting microchips sold to a different vendor or veterinary 
facility? And why were different microchip numbers and microchip cards provided to Ms. 
Elkhattat, who then used these different numbers to mislead others? And should the clinic not 
know exactly what microchip number they implanted in the dog on the day in question? Why 
would there be multiple microchip numbers or any confusion whatsoever regarding which 
microchip was implanted in the dog? 


Indeed, the American Animal Hospital Association, or AAHA, states as follows: 


“The process of implanting a microchip never be separated from the registration process, and that 
veterinarians and shelters support the registration process to maximize efficacy. This can be 
accomplished by ealerite information and completing the initial registration on behalf of the pet 
owner.” 


CONCERN NUMBER FIVE: 


Nahla Elkhattat herself, the party presenting Mikey as “Rhino” to the veterinary clinic, has 
presented herself as a “Registered Veterinary Technician,” and has stated that she has been such 
for a period of 7 years. However, Ms. Elkhattat does not appear in either official database for 
registered or certified veterinary technicians in either California or Arizona, the only two U’S. 
states she has resided in. 


Is it unlawful for a person to make public statements claiming to be a certified or registered 
veterinary technician when that person is not actually a certified or registered veterinary 
technician? 


SUMMARY: 


We assert that the dog in question, “Rhino,” is actually our bulldog, Mikey, who was lost and 
found on December 8, 2017 and later given to Nahla Elkhattat by Mark and Christina Linton. 


We assert that due to the erroneous age assessment and microchip protocol deviation (which 
confused law enforcement), we have been unable to recover our dog, and have now been forced 
to file a civil complaint to obtain a court order to return our dog to us. 


We question whether a veterinarian allowing a veterinary technician or assistant to handle an entire 
visit, including examination and age assessment, as well as implantation of a microchip, without 
the veterinarian ever examining or evaluating the dog, is appropriate and consistent with accepted 
veterinary standards and scope of practice. 


We confidently assert that the age assessment was inaccurate. We realize that assessing a dog’s 
age is not an exact science, but we feel that the dog in question was clearly nowhere near ten 
months of age (as it is proven that his actual age was just over three years at that time), and assert 
that had a qualified and unbiased veterinarian examined him and made the age assessment, that 
assessment would have in all likelihood have been different, and in all likelihood closer to Mikey’s 
actual age, which again was just over three years at the time of the veterinary exam. 


We also feel that variance from standard practice and office protocol and usual procedures 
regarding microchip implantation and registration of the same in this matter was also in error and 
possibly in violation of veterinary standards. 


Please see photos of Mikey and proof of ownership attached. Additional documentation proving 
that Mikey is Rhino and Rhino is Mikey, including put not limited to photographs, videos, and 
eyewitnesses, is available upon request. 


Both Mikey the Bulldog and Rhino the Bulldog are male, approximately three years of age. Both 
were unneutered and not microchipped (until the 12/28/17 visit to the clinic in question). Both 
have identical markings, including but not limited to three prominent birthmarks or “freckles” on 
the left side of the muzzle, a white right foot, a left white sock, a white neck, and prominent 
widow’s peak. Please see'photos below, showing that they are the same dog. 


*Our complaints as listed above do not rely on the identity of Rhino as Mikey or Mikey as Rhino, 
as such is pending. The complaints as fat as questions about practice, procedure, BrCne and 


standards stand alone. 


We did reach out to Dr. Grainger, but neither Dr. Grainger nor any other person at the clinic ever 
responded to our inquiries. 


Lo Mores  ifs[ig 
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Sincerely, 


Lori Mansell or 


Lori Mansell 

America Peralta Hernandez 
Mark Linton 

Christina Linton 
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Nahla Elkhattat presented Rhino, a male English Bulldog, to 99"" Avenue and Lower Buckeye 
Animal Clinic on December 28, 2017 for a microchip. No physical examination was performed 
and no other services were provided. Our two veterinary technicians, Elias Huerta Ocampo and 
Jennifer Jones, scanned the dog with two different microchip scanners and no microchip was 
found. They verified the new Home Again microchip matched the number on corresponding 
labels and paperwork prior to implanting the microchip. After implantation, they scanned the 
dog to make sure the microchip was functioning and received by the scanner. Both technicians 
discussed separately with me that they thought Rhino was younger than the estimated 4-5 years 
the owner listed. They reported that his teeth were bright white with no dental calculus or 
enamel wearing, and estimated his age at about 10-12 months. 


Jennifer then discussed with me that someone with a different name than the owner who 
presented Rhino to our clinic had registered the microchip number on Home Again’s website 
before she completed the registration. She then changed the owner information on Home 
Again’s website to that of Nahla Elkhattat. 


I spoke with Detective Jemima Schmidt of the Phoenix Police Department on January 5, 2018 
regarding a Facebook dispute involving Rhino. I discussed with her our microchip protocol and 
the estimated age of Rhino at 10-12 months. We discussed the registration process through 
Home Again and that a different individual had paid the registration fee and entered different 
owner information for Rhino’s microchip number before we completed the registration. I told 
Detective Schmidt that Jennifer changed the owner information to that of Nahla Elkhattat who 
had presented the dog to us for the microchip implantation. | #4 


Bath Qin 


Rachel Grainger, DVM February 24", 2018 
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- EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR - 
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ARIZONA STATE VETERINARY MEDICAL EXAMINING BOARD 
1740 W. ADAMS STREET, STE. 4600, PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007 
PHONE (602) 364-1-PET (1738) * FAX (602) 364-1039 
VETBOARD.AZ,.GOV 


INVESTIGATIVE COMMITTEE REPORT 


TO: Arizona State Veterinary Medical Examining Board 


FROM: AM Investigative Committee: Robert Kritsberg, D.V.M. - Chair 
Ryan Ainsworth, D.V.M. 
Christina Tran, D.V.M. - Absent 
Mary Williams 
William Hamilton 


STAFF PRESENT: Tracy A. Riendeau, CVT - Investigations 
Victoria Whitmore, Executive Director 
Sunita Krishna, Assistant Attorney General 


RE: Case: 18-76 
Complainant(s): Lori Mansell and America Peralta Hernandez 
Respondent(s): Rachel Grainger, D.V.M. (License: 6016) 


SUMMARY: APPLICABLE STATUTES AND RULES: 
Complaint Received at Board Office: 2/13/18 Laws as Amended July 2014 
Committee Discussion: 6/5/18 (Salmon); Rules as Revised September 
Board IIR:--8/15/18 2013 {Yellow}. 


( ; 


On December 28, 2017, “Rhino,” an approximately 10-month-old male English Bulldog was 
presented to Respondent's premise for a microchip implantation. Respondent's staff 
implanted the microchip and evaluated the dog to determine the dog's approximate age. 


Complainants contend Respondent's staff was unprofessional for deterfining the dog's 
age and implanting the microchip; Complainants believe a veterinarian should have 
examined the dog prior to microchip implantation and to determine the dog's age. 


Complainants were noticed and did not appear. 
Respondent was noticed and appeared with counsel, David Stoll. 


The Committee reviewed medical records, testimony, and other documentation as described below: 
e Complainant(s) narrative: Lori Mansell and America Peralta Hernandez 
e Respondent(s) narrative/medical record: Rachel Grainger, DVM 
* Consulting Veterinarian(s) narrative/medical record: 


18-76, RACHEL GRAINGER, DVM 


PROPOSED ‘FINDINGS of FACT’: 


1. On December 28, 2017, a dog was presented to Respondent's premise with the request that it 
be microchipped. Respondent stated that no exam was performed and her staff, Ms. Jones and 
Mr. Ocampo, scanned the dog, did not find a chip and prepared to implant a Home Again 
microchip. A microchip was implanted, scanned to verify the microchip was functioning and 
matched the corresponding paperwork. 


2. Ms. Jones recalled that the custodian of the dog asked her how old the dog was. She 
explained that the doctor could determine that with an exam which was declined. Ms. Jones 
felt that due to the dog's lack of tartar on the teeth, the dog was approximately 10 - 12 months 
old. She put the dog's approximate age in the computer system as 10 months-old until the 
custodian returned with the dog at a later date for an exam. The dog was discharged. 


3. On January 2, 2018, Ms. Jones registered the microchip with Home Again. As she put in the 
chip number, the system read that the chip was registered to another person living in Virginia 
(Complainants reside in Virginia}. Since Ms. Jones had opened a new microchip, she was 
concerned someone ofher than the custodian of the dog had somehow obtained the 
microchip number and attempted to falsely register the dog. She immediately registered the 
dog in the custodian’s name with her contact information. 

4. Complainants’ are concerned that this dog was stolen from them and the custodian of the 
dog microchipped and registered in her name. Complainants are in the process of trying to get 


the dog back and feel that Ms. Jones inaccurately estimated the dog's age of 10-months-old; 
their dog was 3 years old, 


5. Complainants believe that a veterinarian should be determining the age of animal and 
examining an animal prior to microchip implantation. 
COMMITTEE DISCUSSION: 


The Committee discussed that Respondent's premise provided a service that did not warrant a 
veterinarian examine the dog. 


COMMITTEE'S PROPOSED CONCLUSIONS of LAW: 
The Committee concluded that no violations of the Veterinary Practice Act occurred. 
COMMITTEE'S RECOMMENDED DISPOSITION: 
Motion: It was moved and seconded the Board: 
Dismiss this issue with no violation, 


Vote: The motion was approved with a vote of 3 to 1. Mr. Hamilton abstained. 
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18-76, RACHEL GRAINGER, DVM 


The information contained in this report was obtained from the case file, which includes the 
complaint, the respondent's response, any consulting veterinarian or witness inout, and any 
other so s used fo gather information for the investigation. 


Tracy A. Riendeau, CVT 
Investigative Division 
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